2o6	DOMICIL
creation and dissolution of the corporate status are referred. In
the words of Lord Wright:
'English courts have long since recognized as juristic persons, cor-
porations established by foreign law in virtue of the fact of their
creation and continuance under and by that law. — But if the creation
depends on the act of the foreign State which created them, the annul-
ment of the act of creation by the same power will involve the dissolu-
tion and non-existence of the corporation in the eye of English law.
The will of the sovereign power which created it can also destroy it.'1
Thus the tests of domicil and of residence are different. A com-
pany is'resident where its control and management abide, it is
domiciled where it is incorporated.2
is     But the domicil of a corporation has this peculiarity, that it
uttcha^bie cannot be changed. It cannot be converted into a domicil of
choice. 'The domicil of origin, or the domicil of birth, using
with respect to a company a familiar metaphor, clings to it
throughout its existence/3
what     Matters of status concerning a corporation that fall to be
the uw°of determined by the law of its domicil would seem to include, not
the domicil only its creation and dissolution, but also all those that are
governs regulated by its instrument of incorporation. The well-known
words of Bowen L.J., spoken with reference to an English
company, seem equally applicable to a foreign corporation.
'What you have to do is to find out what the statutory creature is
and what it is meant to do; and to find out what this statutory creature
is you must look at the statute only, because there, and there only, is
found the definition of this new creature.'-*
Questions concerning the status of the 'statutory creature*,
such as whether the individual members are personally liable,5
whether its transactions are ultra viresJ> or whether it may be
represented in legal proceedings by its directors,7 are deter-
mined by the rules of its constitution as interpreted by the law
of its domicil. The only gloss to make upon the statement of
1 LazardBros. v. Midland Bank Ltd., [1933] A.C. at p. 297.
3 A.-G. v. Jewish Colonization Association, [1900] 2 £>.B. 556.
3	Gasque v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, [1940] 2 K.B. 80, at p. 84, per
Macnaghten J., applying the statement of Sargant LJ. ia Toddv. Egyptian Land
and Investment Co., [1928] i K.B. 152, 173; Kuenigl v. Donntrsmarck, [1955]
*&B. 515,535-
4	Baroness Wenlockv. River Dee Co. (1887), 36 ChJX, note at p. 685.
5	General Steam Navigation Co. v. Guillou (1843), ir M. & W. 877.
6	Risdonlron and Locomotive JPorksv. Furntss, [1906] I K,B., 49, 56-57.
7	Banco deBilbac\. Sancha, [1938] 2 K.B. 176, 194-5.

